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CLitnis ^^ arc puulmt, ui the application, oi \\h\ch Claims 19, 22 and "2^ <uc vMilten ir 
1 id puidcnt fori Llanns lO-'^S loia led irsiL ^Sl S<: iul as being iisu ^ Sod (o nou- 
■^Lituion suH{cXt nuitor CUuins "'U -"^ { "^{i 29 '^^ 16 uid aa ul^Kclcd to based on 
ui\ ujalfUos 01. 22 and aio a^cU'd iLid>.. 3^ U S C ^ i ^V{b) as being aiitiopatcd h^ 
W oUs el al (tJ S PatuU 6,078.5S2") Clatnis 19-2 1 , 23-^2, 34, 1^ and 37 arv, icjcttcd undei 35 
L S C §103(a) as bosng unpatentable over Discolo et al. (U S PdPUB 2001/00^4072) m \iw o( 
V 'ells Claims 36 and 38 aic i ejccit-d uudtr 35 V SC § 1 03(a) as 'yun^ unpatentable o\ ct 
Discolo in xicw of Wells and finthoi sn view of Cromn (U S PGPIB 2003 OlOor>6) 

Please, amend Claims 1 % 20, 22-24, 27-30 and 32-37 as set forth herein. Please cancel 
Claim 2(5 withoul prejudice. No new matter has been added. 

It is respectfully noted that on October 21, 2009 Applicants' representative conducted a 
telephonic interview with the Examiner to discuss the §101 and certain issues related to the art 
reieetions. The results of the intewievs' are set tbrth herein. 

Regarding the rejection of Claims 1 9-38 under 1 101 , the Examiiier alleges that Claims 
19, 22 and 23 do not fall within one- of the four statutoiy categories of invention. Claims 19, 22 
and 23 have been amended to inckide statutory structure. 

Based on at least the fbregoing, withdrawai of the rejection of Claims 19-38 under §101 
is respectfully requested. 

Regarding the objectiotts to Claims 20^ 22, 24, 26, 29-32, 36 and 37, the Examiner is 



-8- 



PATENT 

Attorney Docliet: 67S-12 66 fPl 1441 ) 

requesting thai several infomial errors be coiTccted. Claims 20, 22, 24, 26, 29-32, 36 and 37 have 
been amended herein to address these. issues. In addition* additional minor corrections to Claims 
33-35 iiave also been made herein. 

Based on at least \\k loiti;,.nig, \\Uhaun\»i ol ih<. obiculion to CLnms 7\) 22, 24, 2o, 2*^'- 
32, 36 and 37 is respecttnily requested. 

Regarding the rejection of mdcpondont Claun 22 undes 1 02(b). the F\annntjr alleges 
tnat Wells teaches each and e\erv feature of the claims Wells discloses real-time SMS 
:.,nrvic3non nics?agMig usmg an SV{SC-hnk<.ii st,i'\er 

Ihi' l^\ain u^i nmtcaL.d & . Mi\\ ih,.* p thf chniv i <)l lecitts ,i <.ou '^on SMS v 
e\;tnnncd Thus, based on the- an>endnu'nt$ to ihe claun, the icjecions wdl need to be withdraw r 
us Welh? docs not icach or diseiose a schedulc-reci)rdable SMS message as recited m Clann 22 ot 
the present application, 

riic L\anunei allcyes thai cotn Jituii^ d.v.^ jbnnai of il\e received SMS ru'S'^au.c uUo a 
formal recordable in a scheduler as reciied in Clmm 22 is anticipated by Wclis. Mowevcr, tiie 
DHSC'-cncodcd SMS message of Wells is encoded ni the DESC format and includes appointment 
iuibrmation. Funher, in coL 15, Inie 56-eol. 16. line ^\ Wells discloses sending ihe DESC- 
im odcd SMS messages from the i^MC/WW W server Lo a mobile station at a lime euuxspondiuy 
hi tlic \k-ii inne, and savmg appomtmcm inionnution m ihc n ubiie station 1 iiat ks, d>c Dh^C 
v.-itL(HlL-d SMS incs.>,,uic of VvclK is mcrcK ob!,uncd by encoding jj)!)ointmcnt uuo:inatitm and ls 
i:ic[uded m the SMS message, bui docs not coixespond to die SMS message coiivc-rted into a 
fv^rtnat recordable in a scheduler as reciied in the claims ofthc present applieaiion. 

Further, Wells merely discloses su\ mg u^c appointment iiiformalion, but does not 
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disclose converting the DESC-encodecl SMS message into a femiat recordable in a scheduler as 
recited in the claims of the present application. 

Based on at least the foregoing, mthdrawa! of the rejection of Claiiri 22 under § 102(b) is 
resp ect fii ! 1 y requested. 

Regarding tlie rejcctiun ofindepcndcnt C lamis i9 and 23 under ^ 1 U3^a), the Lxamii.^.t 
alleges that Discolo in view of Wells renders the claim unpatentable Discolo discloses 
goncj atnig meeting requests and group scheduling from a mobile dc\ ice 

Claims 19 and 23 recite, ni part, thai the data tonnat of the schedule is converted into a 
data foiina of a schcdulc-iccordablc SMS mcssi'^gc The Examinci alleges that Wells teacher 
these Ifeatures. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Wells diseloses llmt inlbrntation Is sent using an SMS message. No conversion is tatiglit 
or disclosed by Wells. Further Weils does not teach or disclose that its SMS messages are 

schedule-recordable SMS messages. 

The Examnier alleges thai Wells discloses convening a data biTuat of die schedu'c nito a 
forma: of a schedule-recordable SMS message as lecited m the claims of tlie present application. 

In col 1 5. lines '^6-(^7 and col 16. Inic^ 10-1 i>. Wells ihscloses that the .ipponihnent 
infosiintton is sent to the PMC'W WW scnei w^wi^ <j Dl SC-cncodud SMS moss igc. v\d the 
mobile station leccis mg the DESl -encoded message displays a suitable message That is. Wells 
merely discloses displaying a message after rccen mg the DESC'-cncodcd SMS message 
includuigthe appointment inlbrmaiiQn on mobile station, but does not disclose converting data 
format of the schedule into a data tornjat of a schedule-recordable SMS message a.s recited iht 
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claims of the present appli cation. 

Further, Wells discloses tliat tlie mobile: station stores the appointment iftfonnation in the 
master appointment data base, which merely means storing data, not recordiiig the SMS messfige 
as a sehedule in a s5clieduler as recited in the claims of the presen t application. 

Based on at legist the foregoing, withdrawal of the rejection of Claims i 9 and 23 under 
§U)3{a) is respectfully requested, 

^dependent Clairiis 19, 23 and 23 are believed to be in condition for allowance. Without 
tunct-duig ihe patentabJitx pu 3C os v tpcjxkrt hn is 20 2 „4 1-^ .^nd „' 'h ihebO aic 
hkewibt, '>ohc.\cd I ' be alloAabi., )s \ui>u oi i u i dept.'. 'i-ut.. inci r(,s^ii,cin . anieni od 
ukkpiindcnt claims Accoiduiglv, itconsideration and withdrawal ufthe lejcclions of uependem 
CMms 20, 21, 24. 25 and 27-38, m respectfully requested. 

A-CcoiduiyK, J! of th ckiun'- pi,ndn\ mibc \pplKatwn, namcK Claims 1 "■'-2 <Md . 
'^b' ate bt'ic\^r to in conuiuon to; alknvance Should du hxamnKi behove lh.n a telephone 
i.oiilu..uci' oi pv.' -oHcd intv.T\ utMild f.K du.ilo iL^dhilKi \o\ iiu ^anainmgniattejs, tl c 
Fxaninic] may coiuuct Applicants' attorney at the numhoi 'j,i\\n bclov« 



Paul J.i/arrell 
Reg. No. 33,494 
Altornty for Applicants 
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